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Page 3: At the end of the introduction, state clear research questions! Done. New paragraph says: "Our first research question is how stable is WTP in our specific context, and is this consistent with other test-retest studies? But the more interesting and unique question is does stability improve between the first and second re-test? If so, it would be consistent with the concept of learning and preference discovery. If not, the results would be more consistent with the transience of preferences constructed on the spot. We also investigate to what degree choice consistency can be explained by individual-specific factors. If preference stability could be predicted this could improve confidence in one-shot experiments where retest is not an option." The end of the introduction now mentions that the study location is a peninsula named Coromandel Page 6, Line 12-13: Did you test that somehow? E.g. by asking respondents about their choice strategy (e.g. "I just chose the same alternatives as last time.")? That would be a robust test for a potential memory effect.
Unfortunately we did not. I have added a statement to this effect.
Page 6, Line 26-27: "Differences in scale might be caused by learning or fatigue effects rather than result from changed preferences." -The authors need to be more precise here! Do preferences change due to learning or is learning something different from preference change? How is preference change caused then? See my comment above on "preference construction/formation" and "preference discovery". This is a complex issue which needs to be explained much better in this manuscript.
Scale is a complex issue and we don't have a lot of space to discuss the nuances but we hope the new section about discovered and constructed preferences addresses this to your satisfaction. Page 8: How was the survey sample selected?
Added this to the Survey Instrument section: "Respondents were selected from a pre-recruited panel of New Zealand residents provided by a market research company and a smaller, self-selected sample from online advertisements on Facebook and Google. To qualify for the survey, respondent had to have visited the peninsula in the previous twelve months." I admit the pairwise comparisons were motivated by reluctance to discard the data from people who only did two out of three waves. But you're right it is best to focus on people who did all three. The results section has been re-written to reflect this Page 13-14, Table 4 : How can the number of individuals in wave 3 (429) specified here be higher than the number of individuals in wage 3 (426) specified in Table 2 ?
Typo, sorry. 426 is correct Page 19, Line 11-12: Elaborate more on that! Why do your results support the preference construction hypothesis? What would you conclude about the preference discovery hypothesis then? But is your evidence really sufficient? What could be alternative explanations for your results? Fatigue, strategic behavior, lack of information, etc.?
We have added an alternative explanation that the lack of feedback on choice consequences may have prevented any real preference discovery from happening. This sentence is now gone -replaced by the discovered/constructed preference discussion Page 19 , Line 27 ff.: Elaborate more on ways to maximize the likelihood of eliciting well-formed preferences. E.g. through use of deliberative choice experiments.
We now discuss the importance of feedback to preference discovery and in the conclusion mention that deliberative choice experiments might help. Alternatively, virtual reality or a personalized, hypothetical rates invoice might also help.
-Reviewer 2 -Dear Authors, you present an interesting paper implementing a test-retest analysis to evaluate WTP stability. I have a few major and minor comments. Major comments a) You need to do a better job at highlighting the original contribution of your paper. What does an additional round of re-testing really bring to the We acknowledge that this could have been explained better in the method section. The restrictiveness of choice congruency is the reason why we also compare utility and WTP functions. Have added the following paragraph to section 2.3.1:
"Choice congruency is a rather restrictive test considering we ask respondents to fully rank six alternatives. It would be difficult for someone to rank them in exactly the same order each time. A change of one position is less inconsistent than a complete reversal of ranks so we also report the absolute difference in ranks for both waves. However, we do not report a linear regression for difference in rank because rank is an ordinal not a lineal variable and it is not strictly correct to treat it as such."
And this to the beginning of section 2.3.2:
"Testing for equality of the random utility function allows for random error in responses" c) You report that WTP measures in your analysis have implausible high ranges. This is a well-known issue of models estimated in preference space (e.g. Scarpa et al., 2008) . Since this is the focus of your comparison across surveys, you should really consider using a WTP space model. In my opinion, comparting those WTPs across surveys would be a much more interesting test of consistency across time then the ones you report.
Thank-you for the very useful suggestion. We tried the WTP-space model and found the overall fit was slightly worse but it did reduce the variance of WTP so decided to use it. It does make it easier to compare WTP across waves, although of course the WTP simulation is still required to approximate the sampling distribution.
Minor comments a) In section 2.1 you talk about your RUM saying that you "assume the probability of a consumer choosing a beach destination is a function of …". You do not really do a travel cost model, but a choice experiment and your method section should reflect that. The current illustration is confusing.
Thanks for noticing this. We're also working on a destination choice study hence the confused writing. I have changed the text to:
"assume the probability of a consumer choosing their preferred future state of a beach is a function of…"
Also in the same section it appears that you are assuming all parameters to be random, while then in the application most of them are fixed. I would suggest re-writing this section to avoid this confusion.
It is true that the alternative specific constants are non-random. I have altered the equations to reflect this. 
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Results may be used today from studies conducted years ago in both policy design and benefit 26 transfer. In these cases a fundamental maintained assumption is that these values are robust over 27 time (Brouwer, 2006 
20
The alternative constructed preference perspective is that preferences for the unfamiliar are often 21 constructed, not merely revealed, when a decision is required (Gregory, Lichtenstein, & Slovic, 22 1993 ). This view rejects the usual presumption that stable and context-free preferences exist 23 independently of the elicitation process and has been criticized for undermining the foundations of 24 rational choice theory (Plott, 1996) . However, consumers and voters make real-life decisions about 25 unfamiliar products and issues regularly. Unfamiliarity, complex information, and public good 26 character can cause instability in real-world choices as well as stated preferences (Carlsson, 2010 ) so 27 a lack of pre-existing preferences does not necessarily invalidate SP methods. Similar to the ways by 28 which authorities attempt to educate stakeholders during a policy consultation process; the role of 29 the non-market valuation researcher is to ensure respondents have all the relevant information and 30 make decisions with a high standard of reasoning (Gregory et al., 1993) . When preferences are 31 constructed rather than pre-existing they tend to be more strongly influenced by situational and 32 framing effects such as presentation order (Krosnick & Alwin, 1987) 
24
We also examine the distributions of WTP using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample test because 2 The Mann-Whitney U test (also known as Wilcoxon rank-sum) involves ranking the pooled WTP and then adding up the ranks for test and re-test datasets. The statistic U is given by:
where is the smaller sum of ranks of the two samples and and the sample sizes. For large samples U is
approximately normally distributed with mean and standard deviation . 
5
The null hypothesis of equal distributions is rejected at level α if:
6 where m and n are the sample sizes and equals 1.36 for sufficiently large samples. ( 0.05 ) 
3.
Study design 8 9 The data were collected in a web-based survey developed to gather information about preferences The beach is x km long and y km of this has properties at risk from erosion and high waves during storms. The options are to do nothing, remove the front row of properties and restore the nature dune system or build a seawall.
The survey instrument

None
Restored dune Sea wall
Headland
The headland is currently undeveloped and covered with native bush. If development is allowed then houses will be visible in future
No development Development allowed
Household taxes Protection of the headland and foreshore require public funding so some of these options will increase your annual rates or taxes by the amount shown 
26
The choice cards show thumbnail images of the attributes and a play button to play a video tour of 1 the beach in a pop-up window. A sample choice card is provided in appendix 5.1. When survey 2 respondents selected their preferred alternative it disappeared and they were asked to select the 3 next preferred and so on until all six alternatives were ranked. We use an exploded logit format 4 (Lancsar & Louviere, 2008) to model the ranks as repeated choices from sets with a decreasing 5 number of alternatives. Respondents completed one choice card for each of the four beaches and 6 one was selected at random to be used in the re-tests.
7
The choice questions were followed by a "stated certainty" question (Beck, Rose, & Hensher, 2013) 8 in which the respondent was asked if they were sure they would have the same preference in real 9 life if their preferred scenario was implemented in policy with the associated real local tax increase.
10
The response format was a five-point scale comprising "definitely not", "probably not", "maybe", Many respondents reported a change in household composition, income, labour force status or 4 education level and these are reported in Table 3 . Some people refused to answer a demographic 5 question in one or more retests. The proportion of missing observations is high (up to 34 percent for 6 household composition) which may attenuate any explanatory effect on choice congruency. The logistic regressions for congruency (Table 10 in 15 We estimated pooled and separate (for each wave) WTP-space random parameter logit models for 16 respondents who completed all three waves using maximum simulated likelihood estimation in 17 Biogeme (Bierlaire, 2003). Dune restoration, headland development, seawall and status quo 18 alternative all have normally distributed random parameters while cost/scale parameter (λ) is log-19 normal. We also estimated similar separate and pooled models for the sub-sample of respondents 20 who claimed to be certain ("definitely" or "probably") of their choices in wave one.
Results
15
Descriptive statistics
Models and parameter equality
21 Table 4 shows the values for the simulated log-likelihoods at convergence and the likelihood ratio 2 We present the results of the marginal WTP simulations as box plots in Figure 3 and in tabular 3 format in Table 7 . The confidence intervals all overlap but the means are visibly different. WTP 4 variance is higher in the sub-sample of certain respondents, perhaps due to the difficulty of 5 achieving statistical precision in a smaller sample size (180 versus 387 individuals in the full sample). 
